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to issuance arc respectfully 



REMARKS 

Overview 

Claims 1-29 and claimi 33 are pending in the present application. Qaims 1, 9. 16 and 19 
have been amended and claimi 33 is new. The present response is an earnest effort to place all 
claims in proper form for allowance. Reconsideration and passag4 1 
requested. 

Claim Amendments for Clatity 

Claim 1 has now beeni amended to clarify that there can beihiore than one parent 

structure. Thus, the term -at least one— has been added. This anfjndment does not narrow the 

claim. Claims 9 and 16 have ialso been amended to provide prox>et{ antecedent basis. 

Issues under 35 U^S.C. § 112 

Claim 19 is rejected uhder 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 

failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject ma ter which applicant regards as 

the invention. The Examineri explains that: 

Claim 19 recites the limitation "designing the parer t structure to reduce 
the residual nanostrucjture size" in lines 1-2. It is not clem what steps arc rccited 
Also, it is not clear what configuration or spacing is recite? I. Further, it appears 
that the process of claim 1 inherently produces a rcsidual sfc 
the parent stmcturc. 



ructure? smaller than 



In addition, the Examiner indicates that there is insufficieiift antecedent basis for the 
limitation of "the residual nahostructure". Claim 19 has been amended ta clarify the subject 
matter of claim 19 and correct the antecedent basis. Claim 19 noxv recites "[t]he method of claim 
1 further comprising designing the at least one parent structure toii^sult in the residual structure 
having a width less than a width of the at least one parent structuf 5". It is: noted that the process 
of claim 1 does not. however, inherently produce a residual strucure smaller than the parent 
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Structure. Rather, the proces^ of claim 1 can be used to create reslflual structures that are not 
smaller than the parent structiare but have less space between porti >ns of the residual structure. 
For example, a parent structure of a single dot (claim 6) would produce a much larger structure 
than the parent. It is believed that this amendment should clarify^ ;orrect the antecedent basis, 
and thus the rejection should be withdrawn. In addition, new clair 1 33 has been added to refer to 
the "spacing" aspect of size since claim 19 now refers to width. 

Claims 1-19 and 21-2|9 have been rejected under 35 U.S.G § 1 12, first paragraph as 
containing subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the invent()r(s), at;the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. Ti e Examiner's reasoning is that 
"there is no description in thd specification of performing the proems of claims 1-19 and 21-29 
using a parent structure which is not convex." (Office Action, pagij 3). The Applicant 
respectfully disagrees in that ithe specification reasonably describ^^ or cortveys the concepts to 
one of ordinary skill in the arit at the time of filing the patent application of the claimed invention. 
In particular, the application provides express support for variou&j shapes. For example, at page 
13, the Applicant describes that "this method is applicable to a vafliety of structures, e.g. wires, 
dots and rings.'* The wires need not be concave or convex, dots aii e convex, and rings are both 
concave and convex. The shiape of the residual structure, is of ccAirse dependent upon the parent 
structure. In addition, it is described that "the parent structure is riot limited to any particular 
pattern and may include any number of traces, including traces thjEl form rings or other complex 
structures." (Specification, page 6, lines 15-16). Examples of pais^nt structures can include "lines 
or rings" (Specification, pag^ 7, second full paragraph). In additijc^n, the specification is clear that 
multiple generations of parent structures can be used (i.e. Specification, pege 12, third 
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paragraph). It should be apparent that when multiple generations | ce used, if one generation uses 
concave segments, the next generation would have convex segmei|ts, the subsequent generation 
would have concave segments, the subsequent generation would Huve convex segments, etc. The 
use of "concave segments" injthese parent (or intervening generatiin) struetures is specifically 
mentioned on page 12, third paragraph. Therefore, the Examiner Y as failed to meet a prima facie 
case of lack of written descriiition and this rejection should approf riately be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-19 and 21-29 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C § 112, first paragraph because 
the Examiner states that "the specification, while being enabUng for the parent structure having a 
concave segment, does not leiasonably provide enablement for pa^;nt structure* broadly because 
there is no description of performing the process of claims 1-19 aid 21-29 using a parent 
structure which is not convex." (Office action, page 3, first full pmgraph). It is unclear the 

rationale for the Examiner's rejection because there is explicit disclosure, discussed above, for 



using parent structures of various shapes to produce residual struotures of various shapes. There 
simply is no limitation on the shape of the structure used or the sH ipe of the resulting structure 
and no reason why someone skilled in the art having read the disci osuie, would not understand 
that any shape of parent structure can be used as needed to defin^a desired residual structure or 
subsequent generation parent structure. 

It is believed that it is possible that perhaps the Examiner as considering the terms 
"concave" or "convex" to refer to whether the parent structure ext(;nds outward or inward with 
respect to the surface of the Substrate. It is believed that perhaps |his is the Examiner's 
understanding because the Examiner explains that "it is not taugHi how to perform the process 
using a parent structure that is planar to the substrate surface" (Of ice Action, page 3, first full 
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paragraph, last sentence). The shape of the parent structure is the 
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parent structure which should! be clear because the parent structure 
Therefore, when the Applicant says "concave segment", the Applic ant is referring to the shape of 
the structure such as shown vsihen looking from a top view. Therd|ore, if that is the basis for the 
Examiner's rejection, the rejection should be withdrawn. 
Allowable Subject Matter = 

Although the Examiner has indicated that claim 20 would !l>e allowable if rewritten to 
overcome the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, the Applicant doqt not believe that the 
patentability of the invention lis limited to claim 20, as claim 20 rei rites a non-essential feature 
because any shape of parent structure can be used. 
Conclusion 

Therefore, Applicant isubmits that all claims are in proper lor immediate allowance and 
respectfully requests a Notice of Allowance and passage to issuance. 

No fees or extensions' of time are believed to be due in coEnection with this amendment; 
however, consider this a request for any extension inadvertently dpiitted, and charge any 
additional fees to Deposit Account No. 26-0084. 

Reconsideration and allowance is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitt &d. 
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